Introduction
A great number of education reforms in recent years have been aimed at improving students' academic skills. The lack of concurrent improvement in standardized test scores, both nationally and in Washington, D.C., 1 suggests that these reforms may not be working as well as At the same time that interest in out-of-school-time programming is growing, there is also increased interest in using technology, especially computers, to improve academic achievement. The E-Rate program, which helps fund Internet access and related equipment and services for schools and libraries nationwide, is currently funded at around $2 billion per year nationwide and $5-$10 million per year in DC 2 and E-Rate is only one of many federal, state, and local initiatives designed to increase the use of technology in our schools (Puma, Chaplin, and Pape 2000) .
Youth in the District of Columbia face many challenges in terms of both academic success and later employment outcomes (Chaplin et al. 1999) . DC Public School (DCPS) system staff, like many of their counterparts nationwide, are working hard to improve their outof-school-time programs and bring technology into the educational system. The DC 21st
Century Community Learning Center program (DC 21st CCLC) is one example of these efforts as it provides enhanced out-of-school-time activities for youth in 10 middle and junior high schools in Washington, D.C. The program, which ran from the fall of 1999 through the summer of 2002, was supported in part by a three-year, $4.1 million grant from the U.S. Department of Education (DOE).
DC 21st CCLC focuses on nonacademic out-of-school-time activities, 3 but the DOE funds are also used to purchase computers and software that can be used during the regular school day to improve academic achievement. In this report, we focus on how technology was used to improve academic achievement in the DC 21 st CCLC program during the summer of 2001. 4 A companion report (Russell et al, 2002) describes non-academic components of the program and other related issues.
During the summer, DCPS staff operate both a summer school and a nonacademic outof-school-time program. Programs for all 10 DC 21 st CCLC schools were in operation from June 25 to August 3, 2001 , at 8 of the 10 schools where DC 21 st CCLC operates during the 2 DC schools received almost $5 million in Erate funds in 1998, over $50 per student, and most of this was for the public school system. DC was awarded another 9 million in 1999. 3 The DC 21 st CCLC program has four components: (1) after-school activities during the school year, (2) a summer program, (3) an intergenerational program, and (4) an adult activities program. This report focuses on the summer program. Two of our earlier reports covered the first two components of the program (Raphael and Chaplin 2000a, b) . Currently, there is no plan to evaluate the other two components. 4 Most of the funding for these nonacademic activities paid for facilitator salaries and came from the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant rather than DC 21 st CCLC funds. The salary of the school-level director of the morning activities was also from the TANF funds. school year. Students from the remaining two schools were allowed to attend at one of the sites that was open.
The summer school was in the morning and the nonacademic program in the afternoon.
Many students had to attend the summer school, and all students from the participating schools (and some others) were allowed to attend either the morning or afternoon sessions. DC 21st CCLC funds paid for the school-level coordinator of the out-of-school-time program and for equipment, including many of the computers and much of the software used in the morning. In addition, the DC 21st CCLC director hired the facilitators who administered the computerdriven academic activities during the morning summer school.
5 Thus, DC 21 st CCLC played a large role in how technology was used to improve academic achievement during the DCPS summer school program.
This report begins with a general description of the technology components of the DC 21 st CCLC program, followed by a discussion of its most promising strengths and problematic issues. We then make additional observations and summarize the results.
This report is based on data collected in the following ways:
• A review of school site proposals.
• A review of monitoring reports submitted by the DC 21 st CCLC program director.
• Observations of 17 academically focused technology activities (morning).
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• Interviews with 16 facilitators/instructors of these activities.
• Focus groups with students participating in these activities at 7 sites. 7 • Observations of 31 nonacademic activities, including sports, arts, community service, and technology (afternoon).
5 A number of non-computer academic activities take place during the morning summer school program and are not covered in this report. 6 Appendix C contains copies of the protocols and survey instruments we used to collect our data. 7 Scheduling problems precluded conducting a student focus group at the 8 th site.
• Interviews with 10 assistant principals (APs, or program managers) of the nonacademic activities.
Delivery of Activities
The following section describes the delivery of activities, providing information on equipment used, population served, and activities implemented. It details the common trends in program execution as well as the diversity that existed across sites.
General Program
The morning academic program used two computer software programs: ReadProg 8 and MathProg 9 (see Appendix B). All eight sites had both ReadProg and MathProg courses in place. Each site had at least one class that used each type of software; some had multiple classes. ReadProg and MathProg complement other, more traditional (noncomputer) courses and most children attended both the computer-oriented and more traditional classes. The frequency of ReadProg and MathProg classes varied from every day to twice a week.
ReadProg sessions ranged from 45 minutes to 1½ hours, with the typical class being about an hour long. MathProg sessions tended to be a little longer, from a minimum of one hour to a maximum of five hours. The average MathProg session lasted about 1½ hours (see Table 1 ).
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The students who participated in these activities were in the 6th through 10th grades (Table 2) . 8 ReadProg is a fictitious name. We have not used the actual name of the program in order to avoid becoming involved in issues related to the marketing of proprietary software. 9 MathProg is also a fictitious name. 10 The tables are in Appendix A.
Setting
The typical activity took place in an average-sized classroom. Computers were set up on desks or individual computer stations that were grouped together in small clusters. Most of the computers were PCs, although a few sites used more recently purchased laptops (Table 1) .
Stude nt Participation
Students gave many different reasons for attending the summer school program, predominantly mentioning poor academic performance (either low grades or low SAT-9 scores), parental requests, and having "nothing better to do." These reasons seemed to explain why students were in the ReadProg program, which is mainly for remedial purposes. The
MathProg program is an enrichment program, so students were required to meet testing guidelines before they could be admitted. 11 Ongoing participation in both programs was contingent on good behavior, attendance, and appropriate performance.
Description of the Activities
In a typical session, students came in from their previous class and sat at one of the computers. The facilitator might give a brief introduction, but usually the students simply logged into their accounts and started working. The entire session was spent doing exercises, reading lessons, taking tests, and pursuing other activities dictated by the software. The students worked independently, speaking occasionally with the facilitator when a question arose. At the end of 11 The tests that were used differed across sites; they included the SAT-9, the Iowa Test of Basic Skills, and pretests specifically for MathProg eligibility.
the session, the students logged out of their accounts and headed off to their next activity for the morning.
Promising Components
Overall, staff and students saw the ReadProg and MathProg programs in a very positive light. This section details the components of the program that appear to be most promising.
Resources
Generally, sites were equipped with sufficient resources, including dedicated staff and high-quality hardware and software.
Staff
The quality of adult supervision was quite impressive. Classes tended to be very reasonably sized. The size of the ReadProg classes varied widely, from 3 to 20 students ( Table   1 ). The average number of students was about 14. The MathProg classes were somewhat smaller, averaging around 8 students, although the range was from 3 to 18. Many of the larger classes also had aides or classroom teachers, so the average student-to-facilitator ratio was around six to one ( Table 2) .
Because the goal of the technology component was to increase student familiarity with computer technology, it was interesting that a significant number of the facilitators lacked knowledge of common computer packages such as the Microsoft Office applications, and only a few considered themselves to be computer experts. One expressed a "reluctance to moving away from traditional classroom methods," and two felt inadequately prepared in terms of technology training. Nevertheless, all the facilitators felt comfortable teaching the programs they were using with the students, probably in large part because they had received training in those programs. Many of the instructors use the ReadProg software during the year and therefore had received previous training. Newer ReadProg and MathProg instructors, as well as some of the experienced ReadProg staff, had received training just before the program started. This training varied greatly in duration and activities, from daylong sessions to simply running the MathProg tutorial. In addition to technical training, most facilitators teach in DCPS during the school year and felt comfortable with the academic material for which they were responsible.
Facilitators appeared to be effective in both assisting their students with academics and monitoring their behavior. Most facilitators were observed circulating in the classrooms to check student progress and help students who had questions or concerns. Students seemed very comfortable asking facilitators for help and seemed satisfied with the assistance they received. A few facilitators seemed especially helpful, telling their students not to get frustrated, joking with them, patting them on the back, and giving positive feedback.
All facilitators identified goals for their students, although these goals varied greatly in both topic and specificity. Most facilitators focused on the intermediate goal of program progression and the ultimate goal of skill improvement/increased knowledge. In terms of program progression, ReadProg facilitators had varying expectations, including advancement to a specific reading comprehension level and completion of the entire program. In MathProg, most of the facilitators had goals for advancement to higher levels of math (prealgebra/algebra). 12 Nearly half of the ReadProg facilitators said they hoped for some improvement in reading level (one specifically wanted a one-level increase, while another wanted a two-level increase); five of the seven MathProg facilitators wanted students to either gain more pertinent knowledge or enhance existing skills. Additional aspirations included SAT-9 improvement, grade level advancement, improved computer literacy, and increased confidence.
The majority of the facilitators said that they communicated progress to their students, most commonly through the use of progress charts posted in each classroom. Some of the facilitators also mentioned using e-mail and one-on-one conversation. Most of the facilitators also used a rewards system, although in some cases they appeared to be giving away gifts unconditionally rather than as an incentive for good behavior. One particularly generous teacher planned to give the student who made the most progress a graphing calculator at the end of the summer. Another facilitator commented that she instituted a reward system after seeing that "the kids needed more motivation than the stars on the wall." Typical rewards included food, coupons, money, movie passes, and CDs. It seemed that most facilitators were paying for these material rewards themselves. Both the ReadProg and MathProg software generate certificates for mastering certain skills or topics. These printable certificates were used in many of the classrooms for additional positive reinforcement. Most facilitators had some way to measure the achievement of the goals they set. Seven of the sixteen said they used some sort of pre-/posttesting to measure progress. Most of the facilitators did not specify the nature of these tests, although one creative MathProg instructor said that she let the students take the final exam as a 12 For some, it was unclear whether they were referring to advancement in school or advancement through pretest and used it again as a posttest at the end of the program. Over half of the facilitators said they used features of the software to measure progress. ReadProg facilitators used the progress charts and the "Results Room," while MathProg instructors used the built-in tests. Other measures include SAT-9 scores, passing the summer school course, personal communication, and homework checks.
Physical Resources
The quality and quantity of equipment and facilities were excellent. Each activity took place in a classroom that was clean, well-lit, and spacious. Most sites had air-conditioning, although three did not, and heat was a problem in at least one of these. In every observed activity, each child had access to his or her own computer, and most classrooms had many more computers than students. The average was eight computers per student, and the minimum was one per student ( Table 1 ). The computers may be used at a higher rate during the regular school year. All but one of the classrooms had Internet access.
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All but one of the facilitators said they had access to skilled technical assistance, 14 but satisfaction with the assistance varied by site. One facilitator complained about having problems with some of the computers that were not addressed for more than two weeks. 15 On the other hand, another facilitator said that when the power went out one day, "it seemed like they were here in seconds." Overall, it seemed that technical assistance was available and was satisfactory.
the program. 13 In this classroom, students were using a version of ReadProg that does not require Internet access. 14 The remaining facilitator did not comment on this issue. 15 It seemed that this facilitator was able to conduct the designated activities despite this issue.
And even though at least some computers were not functioning at most sites, there were generally far more functioning computers than students in the classrooms we observed.
Software
On the whole, facilitators were very pleased with both ReadProg and MathProg. One satisfied MathProg facilitator noted, "It teaches almost everything I would have done by hand,"
while another commented, "I've looked at many algebra books in my time, and this is great."
Some ReadProg facilitators were similarly pleased, one going so far as to call the program "phenomenal." MathProg facilitators enjoyed the immediate feedback of the program, ease of checking progress, self-explanatory nature, extensive practice, good homework, and the fact that it requires a low level of supervision. ReadProg facilitators liked the ease of use, immediate feedback, options for checking progress and adjusting skill levels, pre-and posttests, and the fact that the program motivates and interests students.
All but one of the facilitators were satisfied with the way the software accommodated students of different skill levels. The dissenting party felt that when students are at different skill levels, "that's where the technology stops and the teacher has to step in." However, most agreed with one ReadProg instructor, who remarked, "Students can go at their own pace, so we don't have the problem of the advanced kids being held up by the slower learners." Many facilitators of both programs especially liked the fact that the software was self-paced and that it was easy to determine when students encountered difficulties. Some MathProg facilitators were also pleased that students could test themselves on their own when they were ready.
Both MathProg and ReadProg have impressive management capabilities that nearly all facilitators used in some way, either daily or every few days. The most common use was to check progress or update the progress charts-more than half of the facilitators mentioned this capability. Two facilitators said they used the ReadProg capability for customizing each student's program, and one MathProg teacher said he spent one to two hours after every class checking up on the students.
Student Behavior

Discipline
In general, students exhibited commendable behavior. Facilitators kept the rooms quiet and orderly through active supervision. There were very few incidences of inappropriate behavior, and most were addressed quickly and effectively. There were no cases of students being removed from the activities or of any other major disciplinary action. The mild behavioral problems mainly involved students talking or getting out of their seats.
Engagement
Most students exhibited a high level of engagement in both ReadProg and MathProg sessions. Students were actively engaged throughout the sessions: working diligently on the matching exercises in ReadProg or reading notes and solving homework problems in MathProg.
On average, 93 percent of the students in both ReadProg and MathProg classes were judged as being very or somewhat engaged in their activities. The level of engagement varied widely across the classes, but all students in one-quarter of the activities were judged very engaged.
Problematic Components
While the DC 21 st CCLC program was successful in many ways, some problems were observed that suggest cause for concern. By bringing these issues to the attention of DCPS staff, we hope to generate a dialogue that may help to enhance the quality of program implementation.
Student Involvement
Student Interest
Although the overall level of engagement was high, the level of interest and enjoyment of the activities was less impressive for some students. While students using ReadProg seemed to be generally engaged-in the sense that they were actively working-they did not seem to be especially attracted to the program. In some focus groups, students strongly disliked ReadProg, asserting that it was "stupid," "boring," and "pointless." A facilitator remarked, "One negative that I found-some students, when they get to a certain point, I hear complaints that it's boring.
It's hard to keep them motivated when they get to that point." Some students found the program frustrating, especially in its repetitive nature. Many of the students in one focus group complained that ReadProg takes too long, because the activities have to be repeated until students can perform them with a consistent speed and accuracy. A boy in this group said that he did one activity 25 times. Two of the facilitators agreed that the repetition made it hard for the students to stay motivated. One facilitator further elaborated that this issue, as well as the excessive number of exercises, were program flaws. That same facilitator thought the students should have more choice over the activities in order to curb boredom. Despite the disinterest and frustration of some individuals, many others liked the program and found it interesting.
There was some dissatisfaction with MathProg as well. Some students wished the program had been more challenging and exciting. One if those who found it extremely boring said it felt like "math takes forever." Some students suggested adding games to improve the program. One group said that they preferred another program.
While some students were turned off by MathProg, others exhibited remarkable interest in the program. One facilitator explained this by saying, "This is an enrichment class. Kids choose to be here."
Motivation
There was little evidence that most students were either excited about or motivated by their progress. Students generally did want their certificates of progress, and in a couple of cases students were observed checking their progress charts or showing some excitement about getting certificates. Overall, however, there was little evidence that students understood or cared about their progress. However, several facilitators strongly felt that the students were motivated by their own progress; one said, "They will remember their test scores. One of the students got 100 percent. It's nice to see the excitement."
Decrease in Engagement Over Time
While the overall levels of engagement were impressive, in some of the classes we observed, engagement decreased during the class period. Notably, in one MathProg classroom, all the students started out working well, but by the end of the 80-minute period, over half had stopped working completely. A ReadProg facilitator said, "They start off well, but they get a little antsy."
At sites with unengaged students, few efforts were made to reengage them, and those that were made had little success. Such efforts were deemed unnecessary in many cases, as students were seldom doing more than taking a minute to daydream between activities before getting back to work. However, there were other, more serious cases in which students did not become reengaged. In one extreme example, a student stopped his work on MathProg to use the Internet. The facilitator asked the boy to return to his work, but when the boy resisted, the facilitator stopped trying, saying only, "This is the last time I'm going to let you do this."
Illicit Internet Use
When students were not actively engaged, they frequently chose to surf the Web. Onethird of the facilitators identified the forbidden use of the Internet as a concern. One particularly adamant facilitator detailed the problem: "We're dealing with younger students who are easily distracted, and some of them have learned to minimize windows so they can be on the Internet, and then minimize the Internet window whenever I walk by." This teacher's recommendation for improving the program was a "closed shop" for the Internet, which would allow students access only to the MathProg site. The problems were confirmed in our observations: We observed illicit Internet use at nearly half of the sites. While there was some feeling among both students and facilitators that the level of Internet use was "discouraged, depending on the teacher," it seemed difficult for many facilitators to act. Most often, students were seen minimizing the Internet window when an adult walked by, a practice that many students admitted to in the focus groups. In one class, students took advantage of an opportunity to surf the Web when the teacher was helping another student.
In addition to the issue of general Internet use, some sites experienced further problems with the content of the sites being accessed. Two facilitators learned of students accessing pornographic sites by reviewing the histories on their computers, and our own observations at a few sites corroborated this. Only four facilitators knew of the existence of any Internet filters at their sites, and two of them believed that the students could still access inappropriate material.
The students did not report visiting any of these web sites but did mention playing games, listening to music, and looking at World Wrestling Federation sites as common activities. One of the focus groups noted that there were some efforts to stop Internet use during activities, mentioning that using the Internet could result in expulsion from the program. This is also a problem that has received a great deal of attention nationally (National Research Council and
Institute of Medicine, 2001).
While illicit Internet use was a problem at many sites, half of the facilitators allowed their students some time on the Internet, usually 5 to 15 minutes at the end of the class. Most of this use was directly linked to either performance (completing a certain number of exercises) or effort (working well for the day), or simply as a break.
Low Attendance and Enrollment
Using computers to improve academic achievement is expected to increase student interest, motivation, and engagement. One might also hope that enrollment in these programs would increase as students become aware of the technology options. Unfortunately, the enrollment and attendance numbers suggest that many Washington, D.C., youth are not taking advantage of the opportunities available through the DC 21 st CCLC program. For instance, as Table 3 shows, less than a quarter of the students enrolled during the school year in these schools attended the summer program in 2001 (The range is 13 percent to 41 percent.) 16 Indeed, the total number attending (920) was lower than the number for the summer of 2000, when almost 1,000 students attended (Raphael 2000b 18 In one of the MathProg classes, testing for eligibility did not begin until after the program started. Students who had been recommended by teachers were sent to the facilitator over the course of two weeks and did not begin working on MathProg or ReadProg until after they had been tested. There were also a variety of scheduling problems, including missing rosters and lack of coordination with other summer school activities. In addition to hampering the initial implementation of the program, some problems were not resolved weeks later. On one site visit, the six students for the facilitator's first class never arrived, and the facilitator did not know why. Other attendance issues were experienced as well. There was some sporadic attendance resulting from hot weather, and some students who had to walk to school were late.
Two teachers said that attendance dropped over time as students started summer jobs, camps, and vacations. Another facilitator, who had been given very short notice about her position, was sure that the enrollment would have been higher if there had been more advertising for the program. Many facilitators commented on the extent to which attendance affected success. A ReadProg facilitator said, "Those who come on a regular basis are on schedule, but those who are not coming regularly are not achieving the goals set forth for them."
Other Issues
Lack of Individualized Treatment
A major benefit of using these software packages, and one that many facilitators mentioned, was that they could customize the program for each student. However, for both ReadProg and MathProg, everyone seemed to begin at the first level, even though students spanned a four-year grade range and in spite of the fact that pretests were given to all the ReadProg students. The facilitators' responses to starting all students at the initial level were mixed. Some thought that it was easier to see progress and identify appropriate skill levels if the students worked up to where they started to struggle. Others thought that students should be placed in different skill levels by pretesting.
Starting everyone at the beginning of a program could affect both student interest and their gains in knowledge and skills. Particularly striking is the fact that MathProg is supposed to be an enrichment program, yet students were starting from basic math. Thus, many students and facilitators said that the program was mainly a review of previous material. One facilitator had students who "went straight to the tests-no lessons-passed and moved on," which indicates that these students already knew the material. Some students said they found the MathProg program boring and wished it were more challenging.
A common concern with ReadProg was that it is too basic for middle school students, which can make the activities both ineffective and boring. One facilitator said, "There's something that needs to be added to it for students who don't need remediation. For elementary students it would suffice, but for middle school students something else needs to be added that's a little more challenging." Many of the students also felt that ReadProg was too easy, some speaking with great disdain of the "baby words" they were given. It is unclear whether these problems are attributable to having all students start at the beginning, because the more able students should have been able to progress through the basic materials fairly quickly.
Another problem with ReadProg is that students do not get to reading comprehension activities until they have they have completed many exercises dealing with subskills and phonemics. Judging from observation, very few students make it to the reading comprehension activities, and nearly half of the facilitators wished that their students had been able to spend more time working through those activities. In fact, two facilitators said that students should be filtered into the reading comprehension activities. Some facilitators identified this as a software flaw, but our observations suggest that facilitators could have started the students at different levels. On the other hand, it is possible that students would feel they were being treated unfairly if they were started at different levels.
Lack of Support from Aides
While the quality of the facilitators was generally excellent, there were some problems with aides. In nine of the activities (eight were ReadProg programs), additional adults were present. These other adults were mostly classroom teachers or hall monitors who work during the school year. Also, two classes had interns from George Washington University as aides. In nearly half of these classes, these other adults were very effective in their roles, performing tasks similar to those of the main facilitator. In the remaining classes, however, they seemed to have little interaction with the students and were mostly occupied using the computers and looking at papers. Some facilitators believed that they would have benefited from more assistance from these aides. A ReadProg facilitator spoke about one effective classroom teacher: "He wanted to know where they need help, so that in his classroom he can help with that. He knows the computer program and was really eager to learn." But this facilitator noted that "not every facilitator and teacher have this same relationship."
The lack of assistance from classroom teachers may be partially explained by their unfamiliarity with computer activities. One facilitator commented on the lack of technical skills in many of the classroom teachers: "One problem is that not all adults are computer literate. Some older teachers are scared and do not want to work with the computer in front of the kids, because some children may see this as a deficiency." Another facilitator agreed, remarking that if classroom teachers are interested and make an effort to learn the technology, they can be of enormous help.
MathProg Software
Although the MathProg software was generally well received, a few concerns surfaced in the observations and facilitator interviews. The first involves the online tests. In the future, the tests will change, but currently they remain exactly the same each time a student takes them. In addition, they use multiple choice answers. In a few classes, the chapter tests were used as pretests, so the students could take them as many times as they wanted. The facilitators believed that this approach allowed students to move at their own pace and avoid review material, but it may also have allowed them to guess at answers until they got them correct instead of working out the answers. On one of the site visits, students taking one of the tests were observed writing down answers and performing very few calculations when they retook the tests. The facilitator said that the students wrote down the answers so they would not lose the information if the computer crashed while they were trying to input them. However, when one student taking the test was questioned, he did not know the meaning of the term "pi," nor did he know the formulas for area and mean, all of which were used in questions he had already answered correctly. Also, a few students complained that they had to take the test too many times before they passed it, perhaps indicating that students were not studying enough before the tests.
Another possible problem with MathProg is that the answers to the homework problems are easily available. They can be viewed by simply scrolling down farther on the same screen as the questions. Although one facilitator liked the fact that the program provided immediate feedback about the problems, he also believed that this might encourage students to cheat. This problem did not appear to be widespread, as only one student was observed copying the answers directly onto his answer sheet without performing any calculations.
One facilitator deemed MathProg appropriate for younger children but below the skill levels of many of the students in the program.
Other Observations
Though not necessarily harmful or helpful to the program, our study yielded a few additional notable observations.
Computer Use Outside of Summer School
Questioned in the focus groups, the students seemed to have very little interest in learning new computer activities in the program. One group said that if they wanted to learn things like games or e-mail they could do it on the weekend. Some students mentioned learning typing (one student said that they don't type, they "pluck"). Only a few students mentioned wanting to learn other activities, including playing games, making shapes as part of a math program, downloading pictures, and creating web sites.
This disinterest may be attributable to the fact that most of the students already seemed very comfortable with computers and used them outside of school. An impressive 27 of 33 students asked had access to a computer at home. Those who did not used them at the library, church, and their friends' houses. 19 Many seemed familiar with e-mail and the Internet. Twentytwo of 29 students asked had their own e-mail accounts. A few in each group were familiar with PowerPoint and Excel, and a handful maintained their own Web pages. The frequency of computer use varied but was generally high. Some students said they used computers only 15 minutes a day, but many others said they did so "all the time" or "whenever I get a chance."
These patterns are somewhat surprising, given recent evidence of a large "digital divide" by race in access to computers at home. For instance, Newburger (2001) reports that far fewer than half of black and Hispanic children ages 3 through 17 lived in households with computers in August 2000, and fewer than 20 percent of these children used the Internet at home. 20 Since over 90 percent of the students enrolled in the schools we observed were either black or Hispanic, their self-reported computer use suggests that these students may have far more access to computers at home than the average student in these schools.
During the school year, there is variation across schools in terms of academic computer use. Some of the students had used ReadProg during the school year, and students at one site said they had used MathProg. Others said that they had used other academic software packages during the school year. Students at one site specifically mentioned Academy of Math.
Facilitator Suggestions
In addition to commenting on existing features of the program, facilitators offered a wide range of suggestions for additions and improvements. Some of the suggestions for MathProg were to add an auditory component, allow students to do problems on the computers (instead of on paper), and provide better examples. ReadProg facilitators recommended a time limit be added for finishing each section, a better reward structure be implemented, and the program be put on disk so that students could work at home.
19 Interestingly, none mentioned community centers, though such centers are available in Wards 6, 7, and 8 (Manjarrez et al, 2002) . 20 In comparison, more than two-thirds of white non-Hispanic and Asian children were in homes with computers, and more than one-third used the Internet at home.
Conclusion
During the summer of 2001, the DC 21 st Century Community Learning Center program helped provide computers and software designed to improve the academic success of summer school students from 10 junior high and middle schools in Washington, D.C. In addition to helping to reduce the number of youth left idle during the summer, these activities appeared to have the potential to improve student familiarity with computer technology. This last point is important, because "technofluency" is an important skill for the modern labor market (Krueger, 1993 ).
Our observations suggest that the quality and quantity of equipment were high, as was the overall level of exposure to technology. The staff seemed well prepared and dedicated, and the students were generally engaged. Although the overall program was impressive, challenges remain. Low student enrollment and illicit use of the Internet were two impediments to successful student outcomes that we observed. However, the optimistic and determined attitude of both facilitators and management should help to ensure that program implementation improves over time.
Student outcomes could not be directly measured from the data we collected.
Therefore, for future DC 21 st CCLC programs, we recommend that a carefully designed impact evaluation plan be used. We also strongly suggest continued self-monitoring by DCPS staff.
These measures should help improve the program for the benefit of future Washington, D.C., youth. st CCLC program. Ranges reflect how schools' student enrollment changed over the summer. Different methods of collection used account for most of the differences across columns. The Urban Institute's numbers are based on one-day visits to the various schools. The last column uses total student enrollment, as found at http://www.dcschoolsearch.com.
Facilitator Interview Protocol
If this is not a good time to talk, when can we call you to discuss this activity?
Telephone number: ________________ My name is _______, and this is __________. We work at the Urban Institute and are part of the evaluation team for the DC 21st Century Community Learning Center program. We are very happy to meet you and to visit _____ [school name] _______ as part of our evaluation. We want to thank you for taking the time to meet with us and learn more about how the program is being implemented at the school.
The purpose of our interview with you today, which should last about 30 minutes, is to understand the ways in which this program is working, as well as what isn't working as well as anticipated and any lessons you've learned. We will be visiting each of the program's DC sites and asking the same questions of program coordinators and students. We are not using this information to judge your work or to judge the results of the program. At this early stage in the program, we're collecting information to be used to better understand program results.
Because we are pursuing information that can benefit the future implementation of the program, we hope that you will feel comfortable talking candidly to us. All the information you provide will be kept anonymous. Any details about your program will be reported using phrases such as "in one program" or "one program coordinator explained that…."
We would like to request your permission to tape the interview. These tapes will be kept confidential; we would just like to have them to check in case we miss anything, and possibly for training purposes. Taping the interview will help us focus better on what you are saying during the interview. 
Student Focus Group Protocol Introduction
My name is _______, and this is __________. We work at the Urban Institute here in Washington. We are conducting an evaluation of the DC 21st Century Community Learning Center program. We want to thank you for agreeing to meet with us. We are very happy to be at ______[name of school] ______ to talk with you about this summer school program.
We are visiting each of the 10 middle and junior high schools in Washington that have a summer school program like this one. We're speaking to program coordinators and to students. Our discussion with you will last about 30 minutes.
The reason we wanted to talk to you is that you, the students, are what this program is all about. We would like to learn how you feel about this program-what you're getting out of it, what you think is working best, and what isn't working as well. We would also like to ask you about what you think you're learning in the program, and what you would be doing if you weren't here. That sort of thing.
We won't use the information you give us to "grade" the program or to say whether it's good or not, but to understand it better.
We will keep the information you give us anonymous. That means no one, including your teachers and the program coordinator, will know what a particular student says during this discussion. Instead, we will report that "Students at one school said...." or "One female student felt that...." Because we're keeping your responses anonymous, we hope you will tell us honestly how you feel. Your thoughts about the program will be very helpful to everyone involved. We ask that you not talk about what anyone said during this discussion after we are done, so that everyone feels comfortable enough to say what they really feel. Also, this discussion is voluntary-you do not have to respond to any question.
We would also like to request your permission to tape our discussion. We're the only ones who will use these tapes, to catch anything we missed the first time around. Taping the interview will help us focus better on what you are saying right now, but again, no one else will listen to the tapes.
Do we have your permission to tape this discussion?
Do you have any questions for us before we begin?
